























































































































































































































































































年度 N Mean  SD  t  df  p
2003 118 4.04 0.16Ｑ１ 4.77 234 ＜.0012005 118 4.23 0.23
2003 119 3.62 0.46Ｑ２ 2.41 236 ＜.052005 119 3.78 0.55
2003 118 3.53 0.45Ｑ３ 2.89 234 ＜.012005 118 3.73 0.57
2003 119 3.98 0.35Ｑ４ 2.35 236 ＜.052005 119 4.11 0.44
2003 119 3.65 0.51Ｑ５ 2.82 236 ＜.012005 119 3.85 0.58
2003 119 3.67 0.51Ｑ６ 2.42 236 ＜.052005 119 3.84 0.58
2003 119 3.84 0.35Ｑ７ 2.87 234 ＜.012005 119 3.99 0.47
2003 119 4.19 0.37Ｑ８ 2.78 234 ＜.012005 119 4.33 0.39
2003 119 4.04 0.35Ｑ９ 2.60 236 ＜.052005 119 4.17 0.41
2003 121 3.77 0.39Ｑ10 2.00 240 ＜.052005 121 3.88 0.48
2003 119 3.64 0.45Ｑ11 2.84 236 ＜.012005 119 3.83 0.56
2003 118 4.22 0.22Ｑ12 1.63 234 n.s.2005 118 4.27 0.28
2003 118 3.73 0.26Ｑ13 1.95 234 n.s.2005 118 3.81 0.36
Table3 高評価群の質問項目ごと比較
年度 N Mean  SD  t  df  p
2003 119 4.59 0.16Ｑ１ 3.48 236 ＜.0012005 119 4.50 0.23
2003 118 4.54 0.18Ｑ２ 3.01 234 ＜.012005 118 4.43 0.34
2003 119 4.51 0.22Ｑ３ 3.13 236 ＜.012005 119 4.39 0.35
2003 118 4.72 0.17Ｑ４ 3.66 234 ＜.0012005 118 4.61 0.26
2003 118 4.62 0.19Ｑ５ 4.12 234 ＜.0012005 118 4.47 0.35
2003 118 4.55 0.20Ｑ６ 3.60 234 ＜.0012005 118 4.43 0.31
2003 118 4.53 0.17Ｑ７ 3.11 234 ＜.012005 118 4.44 0.26
2003 119 4.70 0.11Ｑ８ 3.95 236 ＜.0012005 119 4.61 0.22
2003 118 4.63 0.14Ｑ９ 3.03 234 ＜.012005 118 4.55 0.26
2003 116 4.64 0.20Ｑ10 3.22 230 ＜.012005 116 4.52 0.34
2003 118 4.58 0.19Ｑ11 3.28 234 ＜.012005 118 4.46 0.34
2003 119 4.64 0.11Ｑ12 5.26 236 ＜.0012005 119 4.51 0.25
2003 119 4.37 0.19Ｑ13 4.13 236 ＜.0012005 119 4.23 0.32
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Last year,we conducted a general evaluation and verification of university teaching
 
effectiveness. This study will evaluate academic improvement in teaching through re-
analysis of student evaluations. We are using evaluations from 2003,from all group classes
 
in low-and high-classified groups. We compared group lecture evaluations of 2003 and 2005
 
and analyzed them using t-test. As a result, the lecture evaluation was better in 2005 in
 
comparison with 2003 in low-classified group (except Q12),and it was shown that university
 
teachers made an effort to improve their lectures. On the other hand,high-classified group
 
was evaluated significantly low in 2005. As a result of these, it seems that the lecture
 
evaluation by students is effective in the lecture improvement of Hokusei Gakuen University.
However,we will consider the new assessment items must be considered.
Key words:FD (Faculty Development),Lecture Evaluation Questionnaire,Lecture Improvement
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